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Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the ABAG Executive Board adopt Resolution 02-07 authorizing the release of the 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Methodology for the 2007-2014 period. The recommended 
methodology is reflective of the discussion at the November 18th Executive Board meeting and additional 
comments received during the public comment period. Staff recommendations are also inclusive of a January 4th, 
2007 meeting of the Housing Methodology Committee held to review the alternatives described in this report. 
 
The staff recommends that the Executive Board adopt a revised methodology that has less emphasis placed on 
transit than the draft RHNA methodology had (Alternative 2: Reduced Transit, as described below). In addition, 
staff recommends that the Board adopt a RHNA method that adjusts the income allocation to move jurisdictions 
from their current income distribution to a 175 percent adjustment toward the regional average distribution 
(Alternative 1: Percent Adjustment toward Regional Average, as described below). The staff also recommends 
that policies regarding spheres of influence be changed to reflect the agreement between the County of Marin and 
its cities. Staff also recommends that policies on transfers of units and sub regions should remain unchanged from 
the draft methodology. 
 
On January 4th, the Housing Methodology Committee met to discuss alternative transit weights in the 
methodology and different scenarios for allocating units by income, as described in this memo. The committee 
members were divided in their support for the weighted factors. A slim majority of the members endorsed the 
existing draft allocation; however, there was also strong support for a “no transit” alternative, i.e. Alternative 3 
described below. The draft allocation and the “no transit” alternatives are at the opposite ends of the spectrum in 
terms of a transit factor, and therefore have contrasting effects on the allocation. Many committee members 
endorsed the existing methodology as an expression of regional policy. The support for a no transit alternative 
came from the larger cities and developed suburbs. The larger cities countered that the allocation was too 
aggressive, and that the Projections forecast already promotes regional policies. They also commented that more 
mid-size cities in the region could do more to accommodate housing and that the responsibility should not be too 
heavily placed on relatively few cities. The lack of resources associated with developing housing, especially low 
income housing, was also cited as a reason the larger cities could not realistically accommodate the amount of 
housing assigned to them under the draft scenario. The staff recommendation for the reduced transit alternative is 
a balance between these two counter positions. 
 
For allocating units by income, the HMC clearly supported the percentage adjustment toward the regional 
average. The committee believes that a method that considers existing income distributions in a community is 
appropriate to reduce existing concentrations of low-income households. Committee members also believe that 
the significant allocation that some of the larger cities will be getting in this RHNA cycle should be taken into 
consideration, as some of these same places are also where there are currently high concentrations of low income 
housing. Therefore, the committee felt that more should be done to account for existing concentrations of low 
income units. However, the committee members felt that the tiered adjustment proposal was too complex. Rather,
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a significant majority supported a 175 percent adjustment toward the regional average, as this approach would 
weight rather heavily existing inequities in income distributions within an individual community, as opposed to 
the draft RHNA methodology. 
 
Background 

Comments received on the draft RHNA method were predominately on the weighted factors that allocate the total 
need and on the income allocation component of the methodology. For the factors allocating the total need, local 
jurisdictions have expressed concern with the use of both existing and planned transit as factors in the 
methodology. Some believe that this factor unfairly burdens those jurisdictions with either existing or planned 
transit, especially those cities with multiple transit stations. Staff has developed three alternative scenarios that 
include 1) existing transit only; 2) a reduced transit factor; and 3) no transit. This staff report describes these 
alternatives and the anticipated impact to local housing allocations. 
 
Some local jurisdictions believe the proposed income allocation methodology does not do enough to alleviate 
existing concentrations of low-income households. There is concern that, because the draft recommendation 
assigns an “equal share” to each jurisdiction and does not take a jurisdiction’s existing income distribution into 
account, it unfairly burdens jurisdictions with existing high concentrations of low-income households. As a result, 
the draft method is perceived to perpetuate regional social and economic inequities.  Staff has also developed 
three alternative income allocations. In contrast to the draft methodology, these alternative scenarios take into 
account existing income distributions within individual communities and attempt to address existing 
concentrations of low-income households. This staff report describes these alternative income allocations. 
 
RHNA Methodology Recommendations & Alternatives 

The regional housing needs allocation methodology is the tool used to assign each jurisdiction in the Bay Area its 
share of the region’s total housing need. The actual tool is a mathematical equation that consists of weighted 
factors. There are also a set of “rules” that dictate how units will be allocated by income, within spheres of 
influence, voluntary transfer of units, and subregions. The HMC’s recommendation encompasses these distinct 
components of the methodology.  
 
In their recommendation, the HMC members considered local land use plans and policies, regional growth 
policies and the state’s housing polices, as expressed in the state mandated RHNA objectives. Additional 
information on how these recommendations were derived is contained in the attached report. 
 
1. Weighted Factors 

The HMC identified three broad categories of factors to be considered for inclusion in the RHNA methodology, 
including housing, employment and access to public transit (existing and planned). 
 
Draft Recommendation 

The weighted factors in the draft allocation methodology, as recommended by the HMC are:  
• Household Growth, 40 percent;  
• Employment Growth, 20 percent,  
• Existing Employment, 20 percent 
• Household Growth near Transit, 10 Percent;  
• Employment Growth near Transit, 10 Percent 

 
As expressed in the public comments received thus far, the transit component of this allocation scenario is a point 
of contention for many jurisdictions in the Bay Area. The HMC and ABAG staff agreed, however, that a factor 
that directs growth to areas with public transit could benefit the region. Growth near transit could improve
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regional and interregional commuting, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and therefore lower carbon emissions and 
greenhouse gases. 
 
In response to the concerns over the transit component of the allocation method, staff has developed three 
alternative scenarios. The alternative allocation scenarios remove planned transit, reduce the weight of the transit 
factor, and remove transit altogether as a factor in the methodology.   
 
Alternative 1: Existing Transit Only 

This scenario keeps the same weights for each factor as the draft method; however planned transit is removed 
from consideration - only existing transit is included.  
 
Under this scenario, the weighted factors are: 

• Household Growth, 40 percent;  
• Employment Growth, 20 percent,  
• Existing Employment, 20 percent 
• Household Growth near Existing Transit, 10 Percent;  
• Employment Growth near Existing Transit, 10 Percent 

 
The effect of removing planned transit and only including existing transit is that jurisdictions with planned transit 
would see their allocation go down, compared to the draft allocation numbers. These jurisdictions include 
Brentwood, Antioch, Oakley, and the northern rural counties of Marin and Sonoma. Jurisdictions with existing 
transit, especially multiple transit stations, would see their allocation increase, including Oakland, San Francisco, 
Berkeley, El Cerrito, and San Leandro. 
 
Alternative 2: Reduced Transit (Staff Recommendation) 

This scenario reduces the weight of the transit factor in the methodology. In addition, planned transit is removed 
from consideration. Only existing transit stations, fixed rail and ferry, are included. As a result, household growth, 
existing jobs and employment growth receive a greater weight in the allocation formula. 
 
Under this scenario, the weighted factors are: 

• Household Growth, 45 percent;  
• Employment Growth, 22.5 percent,  
• Existing Employment, 22.5 percent 
• Household Growth near Transit, 5 Percent;  
• Employment Growth near Transit, 5 Percent 

 
The effect of reducing transit’s weight in the allocation and removing planned transit is that many jurisdictions 
with transit, including Oakland, San Francisco, Berkeley, Walnut Creek and similar cities, would see their 
allocations reduced over the draft method numbers. Allocations would go up in cities with high levels of expected 
household growth or where there are no or limited transit stations, including Brentwood, Antioch, Oakley, and the 
northern rural counties of Napa and Sonoma. 
 
Because household growth is weighted more heavily in this scenario, jurisdictions with planned transit, their 
anticipated increase in household growth (household growth is weighted more heavily in this scenario) would 
offset any reduction that removing the planned transit option would have had. Therefore, most jurisdictions with 
planned transit would see their allocations go up over the draft allocation numbers. These jurisdictions include 
Brentwood, Antioch, and Oakley, and the northern rural counties of Sonoma.  
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Alternative 3: No Transit 

This scenario removes transit from the allocation methodology. The effect is that household growth and 
employment would be given greater weight. The effect of removing transit would be that jurisdictions with 
transit, including Oakland, San Francisco, Berkeley, Walnut Creek and similar cities, would see their allocations 
reduced over the draft method numbers. Allocations would go up in cities with high levels of expected household 
growth or where there are no or few transit stations, including San Jose, Brentwood, Antioch, Oakley, and the 
northern rural counties of Napa, Marin and Sonoma. 
 
Under this scenario, the weighted factors are: 

• Household Growth, 50 percent;  
• Employment Growth, 25 percent,  
• Existing Employment, 25 percent 

 
2. Regional Income Allocations 

In the recommendation to the ABAG Executive Board, the HMC and ABAG staff proposed that each local 
jurisdiction plan for income-based housing units in the same ratio as the regional average income distribution. 
This is deemed an “equal share” approach because each jurisdiction would receive the same proportion of housing 
units in each affordability category (very-low, low, moderate, and above moderate). Although considered an 
equitable approach, this income allocation method does not consider existing concentrations of low-income 
households in a community. Based on 2000 Census figures, the regional income distribution is:  
 

• Very Low, 23 Percent 
Households with income up to 50 percent of the county’s area median income (AMI) 

• Low, 16 Percent  
Households with income between 50 and 80 percent of the county’s AMI 

• Moderate, 19 Percent 
Households with income between 80 and 120 percent of the county’s AMI 

• Above-Moderate, 42 Percent 
Households with income above 120 percent of the county’s AMI 

 
Alternative 1: Percent Adjustment Toward Regional Average 

By allocating each jurisdiction an equal share based on the regional income distribution, the draft allocation 
scenario moves each jurisdiction 100 percent toward the regional income distribution. It is focused on promoting 
an equitable regional distribution for future housing production, but does not consider existing concentrations of 
low-income households in a community or take steps to reduce them.  
 
In contrast, the first two alternative income allocation scenarios give each jurisdiction either 150 or 175 percent of 
the difference between their 2000 household income distribution and the 2000 regional household income 
distribution.  
 
The first step in this process is to determine the difference between the regional proportion of households in an 
income category and the jurisdiction’s proportion for that category. This difference is then multiplied by either 
150 or 175 percent to determine an “adjustment factor.” Finally, this adjustment factor is added to the 
jurisdiction’s initial proportion of households in the income category, which results in the total share of the 
jurisdiction’s housing unit allocation that will be in that income category. 
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Using the 175 percent factor and the City of Oakland’s very low income category as an example,  
36 percent of households in Oakland were in this category, while the regional total was 23 percent.  
 
City Jurisdiction Regional   Adjustment Total 
 Proportion Proportion Difference Multiplier Factor Share 
Oakland 36 23 -13 175% -23 13 
 
The difference between 23 and 36 is -13. This is multiplied by 175 percent for a result of -22.75 (rounded to 23). 
This is then added to the city’s original distribution of 36 percent, for a total share of 13 percent. A similar 
calculation for Piedmont, which has a relatively low proportion of households in the “very low” income category 
yields the following results: 
 
City Jurisdiction Regional   Adjustment Total 
 Proportion Proportion Difference Multiplier Factor Share 
Piedmont 9 23 14 175% 24 33 
 
As shown above, those jurisdictions that have a larger proportion of households in an income category will 
receive a smaller allocation of housing units in that category. Conversely, those jurisdictions that have a relatively 
low proportion of households in a category would receive a higher allocation of housing units in that category.  
 
The effect of these allocation scenarios is to change the income distribution in each jurisdiction to more closely 
match the regional distribution by taking both a jurisdiction’s existing conditions and future development into 
account. By addressing existing concentrations of low-income households, these scenarios more aggressively 
promote an equitable regional income distribution. The multiplier determines how aggressively the scenario 
functions; the higher the multiplier, the more aggressive. 
 
Alternative 2: Tiered Adjustment Based on Concentration of Low Income Households 

The third alternative scenario is similar to the first two alternatives in that it uses existing conditions to move each 
jurisdiction closer to the regional income distribution. The key difference in this scenario is that jurisdictions are 
first separated into three groups based on the jurisdiction’s proportion of low- and very low-income households 
compared to the proportion for the region. The three groups correspond to three different multipliers (like the 175 
percent example used above) that determine how far a jurisdiction must move toward the regional income 
distribution.  
 
The first step in this process is to add together the percentages of very low and low income households in a 
jurisdiction. Each jurisdiction’s result is then compared to the regional proportion. Based on this comparison, 
jurisdictions are put into one of three categories:  
 

• Low concentration: where less than 25 percent of total households have very low or low incomes.  
• Moderate concentration: where more than 25 and less than 45 percent of total households have very 

low or low incomes. 
• High concentration: where more than 45 percent of total households have very low or low incomes 

(San Pablo is the highest in the region at 65 percent). 
 
Jurisdictions in the low concentration category, such as Livermore, Pleasanton, Clayton, Danville, and Los Altos 
Hills move the furthest (185 percent) toward the regional average. Those in the moderate concentration category, 
such as Albany, Walnut Creek, Napa, San Francisco, and San Jose, move 180 percent and those in the high 
concentration category, which includes Berkeley, Oakland, Richmond, San Rafael, Gilroy, and Sebastopol, move 
175 percent. 
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Once the multiplier for the jurisdiction has been determined, the steps for determining the jurisdiction’s share of 
housing units in each income category is the same as the one for the first alternative methodology described 
above. 
 
Taking the City of Piedmont example used above, this scenario would result in a higher share of very low-income 
units for the city because the city falls into the low concentration category and has a multiplier of 185 percent. 
Here, the share is 35 percent compared to 33 percent in the example above. 
 
City Jurisdiction Regional   Adjustment Total 
 Proportion Proportion Difference Multiplier Factor Share 
Piedmont 9 23 14 185% 26 35 
 
The result of this allocation scenario is that jurisdictions with a low concentration of low and very low income 
households get higher allocations of very low- and low-income housing units. Those jurisdictions that already 
have a high concentration of very low- and low-income households are allocated fewer units in these categories.  
 
As in the first alternative scenario, the effect of this allocation scenario is to change the income distribution in 
each jurisdiction to more closely match the regional distribution by taking both a jurisdiction’s existing conditions 
and future development into account. This third alternative scenario specifically looks at the proportion of very 
low- and low-income households in a jurisdiction as the factor for determining how far the jurisdiction must move 
toward the regional average income distribution. 
 
3. Spheres of Influence 

Each local jurisdiction with the land-use permitting authority in a “Sphere of Influence” should plan for the 
housing needed to accommodate housing growth, existing employment and employment growth in such “Sphere 
of Influence” areas. A 100 percent allocation of the housing need to the jurisdiction that has land use control over 
the area would ensure that the jurisdiction that plans for accommodating the housing units also receives credit for 
any built units during the RHNA period. In Marin, the cities and county have agreed to equally (50/50) share 
responsibility for units assigned to sphere’s of influence areas. 
 
4. Transfer of Units 

After the initial allocation of the regional housing need, a local jurisdiction may request approval to transfer units 
with willing partner(s), in a way that maintains total need allocation amongst all transfer parties, maintains 
income distribution of both retained and transferred units, and includes package of incentives to facilitate 
production of housing units. This transfer rule would allow the transfer of allocated housing need between willing 
jurisdictions in conjunction with financial resources, while maintaining the integrity of the state’s RHNA 
objectives by preventing any jurisdiction from abdicating its responsibility to plan for housing across all income 
categories. Transfers done in this manner may facilitate increased housing production in the region. 
 
5. Subregions 

The County of San Mateo, in partnership with all twenty cities in the county, has formed a subregion, as allowed 
by state statute. ABAG will assign a share of the regional need to the subregion “in a proportion consistent with 
the distribution of households” in Projections 2007.  The subregion is then responsible for completing its own 
RHNA process that is parallel to, but separate from, the regional RHNA process. The subregion will create its 
own methodology, issue draft allocations, handle the revision and appeal processes, and then issue final 
allocations to the members of the subregion. The rules on how to handle the subregion allocation in the event the 
subregion fails are contained in the attached RHNA technical document. 
 
 
















